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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Rejection of claims 1-9 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. 

5 Claims 1-9 are amended to overcome the above rejection. Specifically, the 

description of "a single die" is amended to "a die" in the amended claims. It is 
argued that a person skilled in the art would easily know that the "sample" referred to 
in the specification of the present invention would definitely include a "single die" as 
a sample. It is also argued that even people who carry small amount of knowledge 
1 0 about semiconductor wafer fabrication would know that "sample" on a wafer could be 
well interpreted as a "single die" or a plurality of "dies". 

Paragraph [0010] of the present invention with teachings such as "small defects", 
"sampling 110", "samples", and "wafers" would add further weight to the above 
1 5 arguments. In light of the above, applicant asserts that inherent and implicit 

description / support as interpreted by a person of ordinary skill in the art (according 
to MEPE 2163) would easily allow the use of "die" in lieu of "sample" in the claims. 

Applicant asserts that the amended claims now contain subject matter which was 
20 described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. 

25 Rejection of claims 1, 2, and 6-9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nozoe et al. (US 6,777,677B2) in view of Keown et al (US 5,286,656). 

Claim 1 is amended to overcome the above rejection. Specifically, claim 1 is 
amended to incorporate the limitation that after a die having a plurality of defects is 
30 processed through a plurality of semiconductor processes, the defects are divided into 

5 



Appl. No. 10/708,943 

Amdt. dated November 29, 2007 

Reply to Office action of July 31, 2007 

three defect types according to their sizes and locations, and three methods are used 
thereafter to perform a chemical state analysis with respect to each of the defect types. 

In contrast to the claimed invention, the combination of Nozoe et al and Keown 
5 et al clearly fails to state a step of conducting three methods to perform the chemical 
state analysis corresponding to each defect type. 

Applicant asserts that the three methods disclosed in the amended claim 1 are 
performed corresponding specifically to each defect type, and not pertaining to 
1 0 various embodiments of the present invention. In other words, the exact choice for 
using the method as described in Figs. 2, 3, and 5 is based upon the exact defect type, 
and not to be misinterpreted as merely for only a possible example embodiment. 

As defined in paragraph [0026] of the original disclosure, the mapping analysis 
1 5 of the present invention involves first forming the defects into a defect pattern and 
then comparing the defect pattern with a predetermined pattern obtained from a 
previous semiconductor process. Inspection of Fig. 4 of the present invention further 
reveals a schematic diagram of a chemical state distribution according to a result of 
the mapping analysis 240. 

20 

Nozoe et al in Col. 1 8, lines 40-51 and in Figs. 7A and 7B teach a "review 
sequence" type of analysis, which is different from the "mapping analysis" stated in 
claim 1 of the present invention. Moreover, the passage in Col. 12, lines 31-51 cited 
by the Examiner pertains to the alignment procedure found in Fig. 4, and is not 
25 equivalent to a "mapping analysis" of the present invention. Applicant asserts that 
there is no explicit teaching of the claimed "mapping analysis" 

Despite the wafer testing method taught by Keown et al in Col. 1, lines 25-55 
involves first testing selected test patterns on the wafer with a test pattern and then 
30 testing each die on the wafer with a wafer probe, Keown et al fail to clearly state a 



6 



Appl. No. 10/708,943 

Amdt. dated November 29, 2007 

Reply to Office action of July 3 1 , 2007 



step of conducting a mapping analysis according to the result of the chemical state 
analysis, in which this mapping analysis includes forming the defects of the die into a 
defect pattern and comparing the defect pattern with a predetermined pattern. 

5 Since the methods disclosed by Nozoe et al and Keown et al are significantly 

different from the method of the present invention, applicant asserts that the two cited 
references cannot be combined in the manner suggested. Reconsideration of the 
amended claim 1 is respectfully requested. As claims 2 and 6 are dependent upon 
claim 1 , applicant asserts that if claim 1 is found allowable, claims 2 and 6 should 
1 0 additionally be found allowable. 

Claim 7 is also amended to overcome the above rejection. Similar to the 
arguments made for claim 1, the "review sequence" analysis taught by Nozoe et al in 
Col 18, lines 40-51 is significantly different from the "mapping analysis" stated in 

1 5 claim 7 of the present invention. Moreover, despite Keown et al in Col. 1 , lines 

25-55 of the cited reference teaches a method of first testing selected test patterned on 
a wafer with a test pattern and then testing each die on the wafer with a wafer probe, 
Keown et al fail to clearly disclose a step of performing a mapping analysis after the 
chemical state analysis, in which the mapping analysis includes first forming the 

20 defects of the die into a defect pattern and then comparing the defect pattern with a 
predetermined pattern. 

Since the methods disclosed by Nozoe et al and Keown et al fail to explicitly 
teach the mapping process of the present invention, applicant asserts that the methods 
25 disclosed by the amended claim 7 is distinct from the two cited reference. 

Reconsideration of the amended claim 7 is respectfully requested. As claims 8-9 are 
dependent upon claim 7, applicant asserts that if claim 7 is found allowable, claims 
8-9 should additionally be found allowable. 
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Rejection of claims 3-5 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nozoe 
et al. (US 6,777,677 B2) in view of Keown et al (US 5,286,656), further in view of 
Moore et al (US 6,777,674 B2). 

5 Claims 3-5 are dependant upon the currently amended claim 1. Applicant 

asserts that if claim 1 is found allowable, claims 3-5 should additionally be found 
allowable as being dependant on claim 1 . 

10 New Claims 

Dependent claims 10-12 are added to describe an embodiment of the present 
invention. No new or additional matter was added in the above claims and the 
claims are fully supported in the original disclosure. Applicant kindly requests the 
15 Examiner to evaluate the new claims 10-12 in consideration for their allowance. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this 

case. 

Sincerely yours, 



Winston Hsu, Patent Agent No, 41,526 
P.O. BOX 506, Merrifield, VA 22116, U.S.A. 
Voice Mail: 302-729-1562 
25 Facsimile: 806-498-6673 

e-mail : winstonhsu@naipo.com 

Note: Please leave a message in my voice mail if you need to talk to me. (The time in 
D.C. is 13 hours behind the Taiwan time, i.e. 9 AM in D.C. = 10 PM in Taiwan.) 
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Date: 



11/29/2007 
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consistent with M.P.E.P. 2163. Examiner Wachsman addressed that a properly filed affidavit may provide additional 
support for Applicant's position. With respect to the prior art rejection, Applicant requested to know if based on the 
present search if a claim drawn to include that the three methods we performed depending on the type of defect 
detected, would be considered allowable over the known prior art. The Examiner indicated that if fully supported by the 
original disclosure that this amendment may be helpful, but that he was not sure that the amendment might not have 
ultimately been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention. Applicant also addressed that he 
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